REMARKS 

I. Support for Amendments 

The Claims are amended as noted above. Support for the amendment to Claim 1 can be 
found throughout the original application, for example, in the specification at page 11, line 16 - page 
12, line 7; pages 22-23 (Example 7); original claim 4; page 10, line 17 - page 11, line 7; page 15, 
lines 16-24; page 8, lines 11-14 and lines 27-30; and pages 22-24 (Examples 7-9). 

The amendments further clarify the claimed invention and are made in an effort to expedite 
prosecution of the application. The amendments are not necessitated by the Office's citation of WO 
93/24148. 

RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 

In response to the Restriction Requirement, Applicants elect Claims 1-4 and 9, designated 
as the invention of Group I by the Action, with traverse . The basis for Applicants' traversal of the 
requirement is as follows. 

The Action asserts that the claims of Group I and Group II do not relate to a single general 
inventive concept under PCT Rule 13.2. The pending claims are alleged to lack the same or 
corresponding special technical features because, as stated in the Action, "the common technical 
feature of these two groups is the concentration of the diphtheria and aluminum components. The 
Office alleges that these concentrations are taught by the art, citing WO 93/24148, pages 11-12 
(providing teachings rendering obvious multicomponent vaccines comprising either .45 or .35 mg of 
aluminum and 7.5 Lf of diphtheria toxin per .5 ml (or .9 or .7 mg Al and 15 Lf Diphtheria toxin per 
ml)." Office Action dated August 10, 2005, page 2, 12. The Action continues, alleging that such 
compositions are rendered obvious by the art and do not represent a special technical feature 
distinguishing the claimed invention from the prior art. Applicants respectfully disagree with the 
Office's characterization of the technical feature common to the two alleged Groups of the invention. 
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Original Claims of Group I and Group II Possessed Unity of Invention 

Original Claim 1 recited a vaccine comprising three different immunogenic antigens 
(poliovirus, C. diphtheriae (in the recited amount), and C. tetani) as well as the recited amount of 
aluminum salt (Group I). The claims reciting a method for immunizing a human (claims 10-12, Group 
II) are dependent on the vaccine of claim 1. Therefore the common technical feature of the originally 
claimed invention included the three different immunogenic antigens and aluminum salt, in the recited 
amounts, and not merely the concentration of the diphtheria and aluminum components as alleged in 
the Office action. Contrary to the Office's assertion, the disclosure found in WO 93/24148 does not 
render the common technical features of the invention of either the original or pending claims 
obvious. There is neither a suggestion nor motivation to make this particular combination nor a 
reasonable expectation of successfully obtaining an effective vaccine in doing so. 

Pending Claims of Group I and Group II Possess Unity of Invention . 

The pending claims of alleged Groups I and II share a common technical feature. Both 
Groups relate to a vaccine comprising an aluminum salt, immunogenic antigens of poliovirus, 
Corynebacterium diphtheriae, Clostridium tetani, and Bordetella pertussis, in the relevant amounts. 
Because these two Groups share this common technical feature, the claims possess Unity of 
Invention. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the Restriction Requirement 
for alleged lack of unity of invention. 

If Examiner Lucas believes it to be helpful, he is invited to contact the undersigned 
representative by telephone at (312) 913-0001. 

Respectfully submitted, 

McDonnell Boehnen Hulbert & Berghoff 

Dated: February 8, 2006 By: 
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